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PER CURI AM

Garry Darnell Saunders, a Virginia inmate, seeks to
appeal the district court’s denial of his 28 U S.C. § 2254 (2000)
petition and his subsequent notion to reconsider. We concl ude
Saunders’ notice of appeal is untinely. A notice of appeal in a
civil case nust be filed within thirty days of the entry of the
j udgnent being appealed. Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1l). The district
court, upon a finding of excusable neglect or good cause, nay
extend the time period for filing a notice of appeal an additional
thirty days. Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5). The appeal periods
established by Rule 4 are mandatory and jurisdictional. Browder v.

Dir., Dep't of Corr., 434 U S. 257, 264 (1978); United States v.

Raynor, 939 F.2d 191, 197 (4th Cir. 1991).

The district court denied Saunders’ § 2254 petition by
order entered on July 7, 2004. H s subsequent notion for
reconsi deration was deni ed by order entered on Septenber 30, 2004.
He did not file a notice of appeal until February 2005, over four
nmont hs | ater, and never sought an extension of time in the district
court. Thus, Saunders’ notice of appeal is clearly untinely.
Accordingly, we deny Saunders’ notion for appointnment of counsel
and dism ss his appeal for lack of jurisdiction. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and Ilegal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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